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fuel efficient cars, $23 million for fuels 
technology, $708 million for coal energy 
research. 

This is an economic development 
bill. When we began to fund NASA, 
that created thousands and thousands 
and thousands of jobs in science and 
engineering. This bill will do the same 
thing. It will give Rose in Illinois and 
all of those other folks who have had 
stagnant wages an opportunity to go 
into a field that is growing with public 
research and private research. This is a 
jobs bill, this is an economic develop-
ment bill for a lot of the regions who 
have suffered under the global econ-
omy. 

I appreciate what the chairman has 
done, I appreciate what the ranking 
member from the great State of Ohio 
has done with this bill. This is a jobs 
bill and this is a national security bill. 
I urge its passage, and I urge that this 
amendment go down. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union, reported 
that that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2641) mak-
ing appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

REPORT ON H.R. 2771, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2008 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, from 
the Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
110–198) on the bill (H.R. 2771) making 
appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Union Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2641. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2641) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-

tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. DAVIS of Alabama in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
pending was amendment No. 24 by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST-
MORELAND). 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 
thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing. 

I just wanted to make a few com-
ments about my friend Mr. RYAN, who 
I listened to many nights, Mr. Chair-
man, while I was up in the chair where 
you’re at. Many nights, I listened to 
the 30-something Group get up and rail 
and talk about all the wasteful spend-
ing and about how much money we 
were spending and about how we had 
gone into debt and about what the debt 
was. And I hear Mr. RYAN stand up and 
talk about economic development. I’m 
going to tell you the best bills this 
country has ever had for economic de-
velopment was the Bush tax cuts. 
Those were the best economic bills 
we’ve had for economic development in 
this country. Look at where the Dow is 
today at 13,000-plus. I haven’t been 
keeping up with it, I don’t really have 
a lot of money in the market. But we 
have busted records continually, and it 
has been because of those economic 
growth tax cut bills that we have had 
and the economic policies of this White 
House. 

And as my gentleman friend from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) said, we don’t 
necessarily agree with the President’s 
recommendation. We feel like that’s 
probably more money than we need to 
spend. But at least it is a recommenda-
tion that we need to go back to from 
the proposal of what the Democratic 
leadership has proposed. 

And you know, if you talk about 
striking any money from an agency’s 
budget, I think you get their attention. 
The ranking member was telling me 
that when he was the chairman 2 years 
ago, he asked for the Corps to send 10 
of their most important projects that 
need to be completed. He hasn’t heard 
from them yet. And so we need to send 
a message to some of these agencies 
and say look, you are going to give us 
the information we want, you are going 
to be accountable, and you are going to 
be under some authority. 

So, I think we need to send that mes-
sage loud and clear. And although some 
of these cuts are mighty small, I think 
they will do a good job in getting some 
attention. I’m glad to see that the 30- 
something Group is now, and that the 
Blue Dogs, or whatever kind of dogs 
they are, that I listened to also, Mr. 
Chairman, when I was up there late at 
night, listened to them for hours at a 
time talk about wasteful spending, I 
hope that they will join me in an hour, 
in Special Orders, when we talk about 
the largest tax increase in the history 

of this country and the runaway spend-
ing that we now have, even larger 
spending than it was when we were in 
charge. I hope they will join me in that 
hour and we can get up and talk about 
being good stewards of the taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, this 
Republican minority is intensely inter-
ested in making sure that we do the 
right thing for the country, but it 
should be noted that these bills should 
not be about economic development, 
they should be about solving water 
problems that we have with the dollars 
that are generated by the taxpayer to 
solve problems with water, with flood-
ing and with the various elements of 
ensuring we have clean and better 
water that is available. 

This should not be an economic de-
velopment spending bill. I disagree 
with the gentleman from Ohio, and it 
is my hope that this body will recog-
nize this economic development spend-
ing bill for what it is, as opposed to a 
water resources bill. I am disappointed 
to hear that it’s characterized that 
way. And that is why we support the 
gentleman from Georgia with his 
amendment. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I wish to engage Subcommittee 
Chairman Mr. VISCLOSKY in a colloquy 
for purposes of underscoring the stra-
tegic role of petroleum coke gasifi-
cation to reduce dependence on the for-
eign supply of energy, and illustrating 
the technological feasibility of petro-
leum coke gasification projects to se-
quester carbon. 

Mr. Chairman, the Energy and Policy 
Act of 2005, Public Law 109–58, has a 
specific provision, section 415, 42 U.S.C. 
15975, authorizing the Secretary of En-
ergy to provide loan guarantees for at 
least five petroleum coke gasification 
projects. Petroleum coke gasification 
projects are also qualified under title 
17, the Innovative Technology Loan 
Guarantee Program under 1703 (c) 2 and 
(c) 3 as an industrial gasification 
project and pet coke gasification 
project, respectively. This provision of 
the law recognizes the critical impor-
tance of these projects in promoting ef-
ficient management of energy sources 
within the United States. 

Domestic gasification of ‘‘petcoke,’’ 
as it is also called in the U.S. refining 
industry, will reduce foreign exports of 
this product. Reducing exports of 
petcoke will result in reduced emis-
sions of hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide 
and other gases resulting from produc-
tion, transportation and burning of fos-
sil fuels associated with energy sources 
currently being used instead of 
petcoke. Globally, it would also result 
in lower emissions from petcoke since 
this product often is not being burned 
in clean processes when it is exported. 

Technology exists today to sequester 
carbon dioxide byproduct from the 
petcoke gasification process, pressurize 
the gas, and inject it underground as a 
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petroleum recovery enhancement tech-
nique. 

b 1315 
Carbon sequestration can be a viable 

and compatible technology with 
petcoke gasification where the geol-
ogy, ongoing field production, and rel-
ative distance to the location of a reli-
able source of carbon dioxide gas co- 
exist. 

Petcoke gasification and carbon se-
questration technologies would be in 
use more widely in key regions in our 
country if market-entry costs were not 
so high. 

Mr. Chairman, reducing the cost of 
capital to place petcoke gasification 
technology into service is the very ob-
jective Congress recognized and set out 
to implement in the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005. The Department of Energy has 
not allocated sufficient funds for loan 
guarantees to demonstrate commercial 
readiness of the petcoke gasification 
technology, which will reduce depend-
ence on foreign sources of energy. Add-
ing carbon sequestration will require 
further allocation of Federal funds to 
implement this important technology. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge your consider-
ation to expand the types of projects 
that receive funding under title XVII of 
the Energy and Water appropriations 
bill to include already authorized 
petcoke projects that will enhance U.S. 
energy independence. I also urge your 
support for appropriating sufficient re-
sources for one to two petcoke gasifi-
cation projects in the fiscal year 2008 
funding bill for the Department of En-
ergy and hope you can take this into 
consideration when negotiating in con-
ference committee with the Senate. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I want to 
thank Mr. GREEN for bringing to the 
committees’s attention and my atten-
tion the need for adequate funding of 
these invaluable technologies. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to thank my colleague, my good friend 
from Indiana and Chair of the subcommittee, 
for bringing up this important piece of legisla-
tion. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 2641. I am 
particularly pleased the committee has pro-
vided the Army Corps of Engineers with $5.6 
billion, which is $713 million more than the 
President’s request and $246 million more 
than last year’s appropriations. These funds 
will help strengthen our Nation’s flood control 
programs and navigation infrastructure, which 
is particularly important to my district. 

Along the Houston Ship Channel, we have 
requested $35 million for operations and main-
tenance on the deepening and widening 
project. This continued O&M funding would be 
used to keep the channel at its authorized 
depth, which is critical to keeping the channel 
navigable for the tankers that bring in crude oil 
to our refineries. We also have submitted a re-
quest for the environmental mitigation required 
as a result of the deepening and widening 
project and would hope that the committee will 
give that request its full consideration in con-
ference. 

Our area relies heavily on Corps of Engi-
neers’ funding, since we’re not only an en-

ergy-producing area but also a low-lying area 
in the middle of a flood plain. I am hopeful that 
a portion of the increased funding for the Army 
Corps of Engineers can be directed to Greens 
Bayou, Hunting Bayou and Halls Bayou, which 
were flooded during Tropical Storm Allison in 
2001. These authorized projects are located in 
blue-collar residential areas in my district, 
where the threat of future flooding is all too 
real. We dodged Hurricane Rita in 2005, but 
we need to step up our flood control efforts on 
these projects to give our residents adequate 
protection when the next storm hits. I appre-
ciate the committee’s continued understanding 
of the pressing flood control needs in our 
area. 

I am also hopeful funding can be provided 
for other meritorious projects in our district, in-
cluding the University of Houston’s Center for 
Clean Fuels and Power Generation, the Very 
High Differential Pressure Sub-sea Multiphase 
Pumping System, and the Texas Hydrogen 
Highway. 

This bill also makes a significant investment 
in researching and developing alternative en-
ergy sources which will lead us away from our 
dependence on fossil fuels. The bill provides 
$1.6 billion for research into solar energy, bio-
mass and bio-refinery systems, technologies 
to reduce vehicle emissions, and technologies 
to make buildings more energy efficient. It also 
provides much needed resources for weather-
ization assistance grants which will weather- 
proof the homes of low-income disabled and 
elderly individuals. 

An investment in new sources of energy is 
critical to meeting our future energy needs, but 
in the interim we must continue to improve on 
the conventional sources of energy we use 
today. That is why I am pleased this bill funds 
the demonstration of technology that captures 
carbon exhaust, and researches how to make 
fossil fuels more efficient and sustainable. 

These investments in both conventional and 
renewable energy research will help meet 
America’s future energy needs and diversify 
our energy portfolio. The University of Hous-
ton’s Center for Clean Fuels and Power Gen-
eration is contributing to this effort, and I have 
requested funding for the center’s expansion. 
The center’s work to conduct cross-disciplinary 
research and develop technology to spur the 
discovery and commercialization of new fuels 
to provide the Nation’s transportation and con-
struction sectors with low-cost, reliable and 
sustainable power sources. I hope the com-
mittee will work with us to include funding for 
this important project in conference. 

I commend the Chairman, and also my 
good friend from Texas, Congressman CHET 
EDWARDS, for their hard work on this legisla-
tion, and urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment. I would 
like to point out that the President’s 
budget request came in at $1.1 billion 
more than what the majority party has 
requested in the bill that is before us 
today. Also, the bill before us today is 
$1.3 billion over last year’s bill. 

Now, $1 billion, that goes to the $23 
billion or so that the combination of 
the 12 appropriations bills will be over 
what the President has set forward. 
And even what the President set for-

ward, I might say, is a little on the 
high side. But when you look at $23 bil-
lion in excess spending, $1.1 billion just 
in this bill, Mr. Chairman, we have to 
start somewhere with fiscal restraint 
and fiscal discipline. 

I am a new Member in Congress, and 
I heard a lot of talk during the cam-
paign, especially by some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
that we were going to have a new day 
of fiscal discipline. Well, I am still 
waiting for that day to dawn, and I cer-
tainly don’t see it today. 

This bill is higher than what the 
President has asked, and that means 
that the President has pledged to veto 
this bill. If this goes through the House 
and then through the Senate and 
comes out in anything like the form 
that it is in right now, it’s going to be 
vetoed; and then we are going to come 
back, and we will go through this 
whole exercise all over again. 

So I think the way we should avoid 
that brain damage and that waste of 
time and waste of expense is just to 
bite the bullet right now. Let’s stick to 
the amount that the President has re-
quested. That is still over last year’s 
budget. 

So I think we should support the 
Westmoreland amendment. He has of-
fered several good amendments. This is 
one of them. We have to start some-
where, or we are going to be back later 
this year. 

So let’s have some of the fiscal dis-
cipline that I thought we were going to 
be in store for, and this would be a 
good place to start. This is as good a 
place as any. And I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as Congress works to 
expand domestic energy production al-
ternatives, one area of renewed focus is 
nuclear power production. For those of 
us who support nuclear energy, it is es-
sential that there be adequate over-
sight and independent research to 
make sure that nuclear technology is 
safe and sustainable. 

For the past 50 years, Mr. Chairman, 
that independent research has been the 
primary objective of Savannah River 
Ecology Lab. In fact, the ecology lab 
was founded to give the public con-
fidence that the Energy Department’s 
works at Savannah River Site would 
not sacrifice public safety or the envi-
ronment. 

That work continues today. In fact, 
the lab is the only lab in the Nation 
funded by the Department of Energy 
that conducts independent research 
into the long-term effects of low-level 
radiation and nuclear energy produc-
tion. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Energy doesn’t seem to want inde-
pendent oversight, and they have ze-
roed out the $4 million in funding for 
the lab. It seems to me that $4 million 
a year is a small price to pay to make 
sure that the ongoing work at the SRS, 
and nuclear energy production in gen-
eral, is being done in a manner that 
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promotes public safety and protects 
our land, our air, and our waterways. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I thank the 
gentleman for bringing the work of 
this lab to the attention of the House 
and to the committee. I certainly will 
want to work with the gentleman on 
his concerns. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I look 
forward to continuing to work with 
him and our colleagues in the other 
body to make sure that the Nation has 
the adequate oversight and the inde-
pendent research that is needed to safe-
ly promote nuclear technology. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment and in oppo-
sition of the underlying bill. 

Let’s just review the numbers for a 
moment. This Energy and Water appro-
priation bill not only exceeds the 
President’s request; it also increases 
spending by twice the rate of inflation. 
Under the Democrat budget resolution, 
nonemergency spending will increase 
by $81.4 billion compared to 2007, grow-
ing more than 9 percent, or triple the 
rate of inflation. That is triple the rate 
of our constituents’, the American tax-
payers’, ability to pay for these bills. 
This is on top of the $6 billion that was 
already spent in the current year omni-
bus, and the $17 billion in non-war 
emergency spending that was added to 
the Iraq war supplemental. 

But with this particular bill, here are 
my concerns: number one, it further 
opens the spigot on new spending. This 
is $1.1 billion above the President’s re-
quest and $1.3 billion above the 2007 en-
acted levels. Again, far in excess of the 
rate of inflation. 

Number two, it adds a lot of green for 
uncertain returns. The President re-
quested $1.2 billion for renewable and 
energy efficiency under the Advanced 
Energy Initiative and the Reducing 
U.S. Dependence on Imported Energy 
Sources. This bill increases spending 
by 50 percent, yet it is extremely un-
clear whether this enormous boost in 
spending will actually do anything to 
achieve energy independence. 

This bill also exploits the Democrats’ 
pre-funding maneuver. This was wrong 
when Republicans did it. It is wrong 
when Democrats do it. Both parties 
have been doing these pre-funding ma-
neuvers. This is basically taking from 
next year’s bill. 

I think the fact that they have al-
ready pre-funded $1.6 billion for FY 2008 
Corps of Engineers spending frees up 
room under the cap so they can spend 
more money. So you have about a $1.8 
billion smoke-and-mirrors pre-funding 
mechanism that allows them to spend 
even more money. That brings the 
total on top of the $1.3 billion to al-
most $3 billion over last year’s enacted 
levels. 

Now, $3 billion in an almost $3 tril-
lion budget, people ask why should it 
matter. Why should we talk about 
these things. Here is why, Mr. Chair-

man, this matters: it starts one step at 
a time. 

If you want to be fiscally conserv-
ative, if you want to be fiscally dis-
ciplined and watch the way we spend 
taxpayer dollars, we have to do it at 
every stage in the process. We will 
have to watch how we spend our tax-
payer dollars. 

The big problem I have with this 
budget resolution that is guiding this 
process, the current budget resolution 
leads to the largest tax increase in 
American history. Why on Earth would 
we want to pass the largest tax in-
crease in American history at a time 
when our economy needs more jobs? 

The tax cuts that occurred in 2003 
created an unprecedented 7.9 million 
new jobs. It gave us 3 years of double- 
digit revenue growth, which helped us 
cut the deficit by more than 50 percent. 
And the key to reducing the deficit fur-
ther is not increasing taxes or increas-
ing spending. It is controlling spend-
ing. 

That is the different vision between 
our two parties. We believe we need to 
balance the budget. The Democrat 
budget, the Democratic Party budget, 
does that too. They propose a balanced 
budget as well. They propose a bal-
anced budget at this level of taxing and 
spending, whereas we propose a bal-
anced budget at this lower level of tax-
ing and spending, because we fun-
damentally believe that people ought 
to be able to keep more of their own 
money in their own pocket. 

We don’t measure success of a nation 
by measuring how much more money 
we spend in Washington. We measure 
success of a nation by how free people 
are in their own lives and how they 
have an ability to prosper and grow 
and how jobs and opportunities are 
being created in America. That is what 
we believe measures success. 

So if we pass budgets that simply call 
for all this new spending, if we pass 
budgets which call for 23 reserve funds 
to spend $190 billion, in addition to 
what this budget right here does, what 
we are simply doing is saying we are 
going to tax people more, and then we 
are going to tax them more again, and 
we are going to spend that money. 

That takes freedom and liberty away 
from taxpayers, away from individuals. 
That starves prosperity in America; it 
doesn’t preserve prosperity in America. 
And that is why at every stage in this 
appropriations process, at every stage 
in this budget process we have to be 
mindful on how much money we are 
spending. 

We are spending more than twice the 
rate of inflation in this bill. We are 
spending three times the rate of infla-
tion on all of these appropriations 
bills. And that is far too much, Mr. 
Chairman. That is why I urge passage 
of the Westmoreland amendment and 
defeat of the underlying bill. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I also rise to support 
the amendment of my colleague from 

Georgia, Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 
reiterate some of the comments that 
have already been made. 

We simply have to start exercising 
fiscal discipline in this House. I often 
talk about how the Republicans missed 
the mark by overspending in the last 
few years and I talk about they, not 
we, because I came here as a fiscal con-
servative. I am even more of a fiscal 
conservative than I was when I first 
came to Congress, and I think most 
Members of my party have gotten up 
and admitted that we have spent too 
much money in the last few years. But 
most people now have seen the error of 
our ways, and we know that we have to 
start cutting, and we need to start 
right here. We talked about this last 
week, but we need to continue to talk 
about it. 

We are on track for pretty soon 70 
cents out of every dollar of Federal 
money going in to Social Security, 
Medicare and Medicaid, in the very, 
very near future. We do not need to 
take our country in that direction. We 
have got to start trimming budgets, 
and this is the place to start now. 

If we do not do that, we are not only 
going to see a repeat of what the 
Democrats are bringing to us, the big-
gest tax increase in American history 
this year, we are going to continue to 
see that to the point where we are 
going to be taxing most of the money 
that Americans make, and we are 
going to destroy this country with that 
kind of an attitude. 

Our economy is doing great because 
of the tax cuts that were instituted in 
2001 and 2003, and the only way we can 
maintain that type of economy is for 
us to control spending. We don’t have a 
revenue problem in this country. We 
have a spending problem. We need seri-
ous fundamental reform of our spend-
ing. We need fiscal discipline. 

As my colleagues have said, we are 
dealing with spending at twice the rate 
of inflation. American families cannot 
stand that. They do not want us to con-
tinue spending at the level that we are 
spending. It is on track to be the larg-
est spending increase that we have seen 
in a long, long time in this country. 

We heard over and over again last 
year on the floor from the party that is 
now the majority party, then the mi-
nority party, that we were spending 
too much money. Here they are, ex-
panding what was spent last year, and 
expanding it at a rate that is simply 
unsustainable. They obviously did not 
mean what they said last year when 
they said we were spending too much 
money. 

It is a small cut. Again, I reiterate 
what my colleagues have said. We have 
been in Washington too long when we 
think of $18 million as a small cut. But 
as Everett Dirksen said many, many 
years ago, ‘‘A million here and a mil-
lion there, and pretty soon you are 
talking about real money.’’ That is 
what we are doing. 

Let me put Federal spending into 
some context for the American people. 
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The United States Federal Government 
is on track to spend more money next 
year than Germany’s entire economy 
in the year 2005. Germany is and has 
been the third largest economy in the 
world for a long, long time. There are 
only two countries in the world with 
entire economies that are larger than 
the U.S. Government budget, the 
United States itself and Japan. 

So it is important that we start cut-
ting back, and we have to do it a little 
bit at a time. If there is anybody in 
this country who believes that throw-
ing more money at a problem from the 
Federal Government’s level solves 
problems, then they haven’t looked at 
the statistics on our education system, 
they haven’t looked at the statistics on 
what has happened with control of dis-
asters. We know that simply throwing 
money at a problem does not solve the 
problem. 

We need accountability, we need effi-
ciency, and we really need to focus on 
those issues before we spend additional 
dollars. 

I think that we do need more over-
sight of how Federal Government pro-
grams are run. But simply throwing 
more money at the problem won’t cre-
ate that oversight for us. We have to 
get down in the trenches, examine pro-
grams, see how money is being spent, 
and say what effect did you get from 
this money you are currently spending. 

b 1330 

In most cases we can probably cut 
budgets and come out far ahead. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, on Monday morning 
my constituents in Gainesville, Texas, 
woke up to a terrible sight. They woke 
up to discover their homes, businesses 
and city awash in water. Heavy rain in 
north Texas over the weekend and 
early into Monday morning over-
whelmed Pecan Creek and other area 
streams. There have been several con-
firmed fatalities, 420 flooded homes, 
untold millions of dollars’ worth of 
damage in the north Texas area. 

The first responders, the fire people, 
the swift water rescue teams, are still 
in the process of rescue recovery and 
evaluating the damage and helping 
people whose homes and businesses 
have been destroyed. 

This photograph was taken yesterday 
morning. It is reminiscent of photo-
graphs that were taken during the 
1990s, during the 1980s, during the 1970s, 
during the 1960s, literally as far back 

as I can remember. That is why I have 
requested funds for a section 205 flood 
control project in Gainesville, Texas, 
and I have every year for the last 3 
years. 

Progress has been made. Funds have 
been allocated to the project in fiscal 
year 2007, to the Corps’ work plan to 
complete studies in engineering; but 
realistically, the time for study has 
long since passed. We need construc-
tion dollars. 

Funding for Pecan Creek was my 
number one request in the Energy and 
Water appropriations bill this year, 
last year and the year prior. I hope 
that the chairman and the ranking 
member will help by providing the 
funding for the construction projects 
that are so desperately needed by the 
citizens of north Texas. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to enter into a 
colloquy with Chairman VISCLOSKY 
about a critical issue relating to my 
district, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership and the minority 
ranking member’s leadership on the 
issue before us. 

If I could direct this to Chairman 
VISCLOSKY, as you know, being from 
the Great Lakes region, there is an 
ever-constant threat of shoreline ero-
sion on the coast of the Great Lakes. 
My district is home to Pennsylvania’s 
only shoreline on the Great Lakes on 
Lake Erie. Each year it is of vital im-
portance that sand, displaced by winter 
storms, be renourished and redistrib-
uted on that shoreline. 

Without annual nourishment, the 
shoreline would erode to the point 
where natural resources and habitats 
are jeopardized or even lost. Perhaps 
the most vivid example of this is 
Presque Isle. Presque Isle is a unique 
ecosystem and truly a natural gem. 
Every year as a State park it receives 
over 3.4 million visitors and it receives 
more visitors annually than any na-
tional park other than Yosemite. 

Every year since 1975, the shoreline 
of this unique feature has received 
truckloads of replacement sand. This 
sand has kept the bird sanctuary at 
Gull Point effectively from eroding 
away. Birds that have been sighted 
here or call the sanctuary home in-
clude federally endangered species such 
as the piping plover. Without sand, 
however, Gull Point and other areas of 
Presque Isle’s shoreline will be washed 
away, leaving these vulnerable species 
with even less habitat for recovery. 

While there are no specific project al-
locations in this bill at this time, I en-
courage the subcommittee to allocate 
sufficient funds to the Army Corps of 
Engineers’ construction account and 
make every effort to afford the beach 
nourishment project at Presque Isle at 
Erie, Pennsylvania, the resources re-
quired to be able to restore the sand 
lost from winter storms. And also, as 
part of an ongoing Federal commit-
ment, a Federal-State partnership 

which has existed since the Reagan ad-
ministration. I thank the gentleman 
and welcome his consideration. 

I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I want to thank the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania who 
serves as my partner on the Congres-
sional Steel Caucus, we have other 
things in common, including my dis-
trict abutting the Great Lakes, in my 
case Lake Michigan, for rising on this 
issue on the floor today. It is an impor-
tant one. 

The gentleman has my commitment 
that, especially knowing the chal-
lenges facing the Great Lakes region 
firsthand, that the subcommittee will 
make every effort to provide adequate 
resources to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers for construction projects and also 
help the gentleman provide sufficient 
resources to the beach nourishment at 
Presque Isle. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
For expenses necessary for the operation, 

maintenance, and care of existing river and 
harbor, flood and storm damage reduction, 
aquatic ecosystem restoration, and related 
projects authorized by law, including the 
construction of facilities, projects, or fea-
tures (including islands and wetlands) to use 
materials dredged during Federal navigation 
maintenance activities; the mitigation of 
impacts on shorelines resulting from Federal 
navigation operation and maintenance ac-
tivities; to address the effects of civil works 
projects owned or operated by the Corps on 
federally listed species; to provide security 
for infrastructure operated by the Corps, or 
operated on its behalf, including administra-
tive buildings and facilities, and labora-
tories; to maintain harbor channels provided 
by a State, municipality, or other public 
agency that serve essential navigation needs 
of general commerce where authorized by 
law; and to conduct surveys and chart north-
ern and northwestern lakes and connecting 
waters, clear channels, and remove obstruc-
tions to commercial navigation, 
$2,655,241,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $53,585,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 1 New Eng-
land; of which $179,814,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 2 Mid At-
lantic; of which $367,101,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 3 South At-
lantic Gulf; of which $126,907,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 4 Great 
Lakes; of which $342,354,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 5 Ohio; of 
which $25,721,000 shall be for projects and ac-
tivities in Region 6 Tennessee; of which 
$251,630,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 7 Upper Mississippi; of which 
$166,946,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 8 Lower Mississippi; of which 
$3,159,000 shall be for projects and activities 
in Region 9 Souris-Red-Rainy; of which 
$162,352,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 10 Missouri; of which 
$213,500,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 11 Arkansas-White-Red; of 
which $185,668,000 shall be for projects and 
activities in Region 12 Texas-Gulf; of which 
$30,812,000 shall be for projects and activities 
in Region 13 Rio Grande; of which $57,000 
shall be for projects and activities in Region 
14 Upper Colorado; of which $3,967,000 shall 
be for projects and activities in Region 15 
Lower Colorado; of which $819,000 shall be for 
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projects and activities in Region 16 Great 
Basin; of which $286,031,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 17 Pacific 
Northwest; of which $125,998,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 18 Cali-
fornia; of which $26,811,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 19 Alaska; 
of which $872,000 shall be for projects and ac-
tivities in Region 20 Hawaii; of which such 
sums as are necessary to cover the Federal 
share of eligible operations and maintenance 
shall be derived from the Harbor Mainte-
nance Trust Fund; of which such sums as be-
come available in the special account for the 
Corps established by the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l– 
6a(i)), shall be used for resource protection, 
research, interpretation, and maintenance 
activities under this heading related to re-
source projection in areas operated by the 
Corps at which outdoor recreation is avail-
able; and of which such sums as become 
available pursuant to section 217 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996, 
shall be used to cover the cost of operation 
and maintenance of the dredged material 
disposal facilities for which such fees have 
been collected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. WEST-
MORELAND: 

Page 5, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $184,241,000)’’. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment simply strikes 
$184,241,000 from operations and main-
tenance to the Corps. 

The amendment would save $184 mil-
lion, reducing the account from $2.655 
billion to $2.471 billion. The account 
was funded at $1.97 billion in fiscal year 
2007. The bill increases this amount by 
34 percent over last year’s funding level 
and the amendment would limit this 
increase to 25 percent. While I may feel 
this is still too much money, it at least 
brings some type of accountance that 
we would want to increase this 34 per-
cent in 1 year. 

Mr. Chairman, I think as already tes-
tified today by many Members in talk-
ing about the bureaucracy, the red 
tape, the problems in prioritized spend-
ing, the lack of accountability, where 
better to make a difference and to 
make a change and to spend something 
than in the maintenance and operation 
of this agency. 

We heard from the gentleman from 
Florida, Mr. KLEIN, talk about the 
problems that he had with regulations, 
and I know that Florida has a lot of 
different water problems and a lot of 
different Corps’ interests down there. 

I was pleased to hear Chairman VIS-
CLOSKY in his comments about bringing 
accountability to the Corps and bring-
ing about accountability on this spend-
ing that seems to be run away. I really 
enjoyed talking to the ranking member 
about some of these problems that he 
has been addressing over the past years 
as chairman of this committee and how 
accountability needs to be brought to 
the attention of Members. 

I don’t know if I have mentioned it 
before, but this appropriations bill is 
$1.1 billion over the President’s re-
quest. I don’t know if I have mentioned 
it before, but there has been at least 
$105 billion in new Federal spending 
over the next 5 years that has been au-
thorized by the new majority in this 
House, the Democratic leadership. And 
I don’t know if I have mentioned it or 
not, but we have enacted the largest 
tax increase in American history. 

This Democratic budget, and I don’t 
know if I have mentioned this before or 
not, allows for $23 billion in new spend-
ing over that of the President’s re-
quest. 

And I want to just make a couple of 
other comments. Mr. RYAN had men-
tioned economic development. I just 
want to say that 6 years ago the Dow 
was at 10,690. Today it is at 13,632. That 
is a pretty nice increase, seeing how it 
came on the heels of 9/11, and I think 
and I believe Mr. RYAN quoted the fact 
that 7.8 million new jobs since this eco-
nomic development tax cut legislation 
has gone into effect. That’s more than 
Europe and Japan combined. 

The President’s policies, economic 
policies, have been working. And 
whether we agree with the amount of 
money that he has spent or not, the 
economic policies are working and tax 
cuts do work. 

And so I would ask that we would 
send a message to the American tax-
payers that we want to cut $184 million 
out of this bill that is already bloated, 
over $1.1 billion. And I think we also 
want to send a message to some of 
these departments that we are going to 
hold you accountable and we are going 
to make sure that you are responsible 
for the way you spend money and that 
you are accountable to this Congress, 
because we are directly accountable to 
the people who elect us to this posi-
tion. 

So I ask Members to support this 
amendment and keep in mind that last 
year it was $1.9 billion, that this year 
the President’s request was $2.4 billion, 
and the proposal is for $2.6 billion. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I wish to speak in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment. I think it 
does a good job of bringing spending to 
more reasonable levels. 

But I would like to speak about the 
broader issue. Not only does this par-
ticular appropriation bill increase 
spending by $1.1 billion above the 
President’s request, which is in excess 
of last year by double the rate of infla-
tion, it is part of a broader appropria-
tions effort to spend $23 billion above 
the President’s request and 9 percent 
increase from this year versus last 
year, triple the rate of inflation. 

Here is the problem with all these 
bills that spend all this extra money: 
This puts the taxpayer on a collision 
course with higher taxes. Because the 
budget resolution which we are now op-
erating under leads to the largest tax 
increase in American history, by pass-

ing these large appropriations bills, $23 
billion above the President’s request, it 
puts us on a course for higher taxes. 

Why is this a bad thing, Mr. Chair-
man? The reason this is such a bad 
thing is because these tax cuts, the tax 
relief gave us the economic prosperity 
we are enjoying today. It gave us the 
higher economic revenues that give us 
the ability to lower the deficit. 

When we saw this problem in the 
economy in 2001 and 2003, consider all 
those problems America was facing, 
the Enron scandals, the dot-com bubble 
had burst, 9/11 happened, and we went 
into a recession. 

What did Congress do at that time? 
Congress moved aggressively and swift-
ly to cut taxes, to cut tax rates on en-
trepreneurs, on small businesses, on 
corporations investing back in their 
businesses, on families and on tax-
payers and working families. 

What happened after that? Well, we 
created 7.9 million new jobs. Think of 
the fact that the eight quarters before 
tax cuts occurred, we had eight quar-
ters of negative business investment. 
After that, we have had unprecedented 
business investment. 

Think of the fact that we have aver-
aged a job loss of 219,000 jobs per month 
before those tax cuts and now we are 
averaging almost 165,000 new jobs per 
month since those tax cuts. 

b 1345 

Think of the fact, Mr. Chairman, 
that when the Enron bubble came and 
the dot-com bubble burst, people lost a 
lot of their savings when the market 
went down. Well, now the market is at 
an all-time high, and it is because of 
these tax cuts. 

And so when we bring bills to the 
floor that promise all of this new 
spending, when we bring bills to the 
floor that spend $23 billion above the 
President’s request, when we pass a 
budget that proposes 23 new slush funds 
to spend 190 billion more dollars in 
spending on top of those tax increases, 
this is a recipe for higher taxes. 

So, you see, Mr. Chairman, what is 
coming through here on the floor, bill 
after bill, appropriation bill after ap-
propriation bill, is more spending, 
higher spending, which leads to higher 
taxes. The fact is in just the month of 
July, this majority is proposing to 
bring two reserve funds that will alone 
promise to spend $70 billion, $20 billion 
in the farm bill and $50 billion on the 
SCHIP reauthorization. Where are they 
going to get that money from? Higher 
taxes. 

So it’s important that amendments 
like the Westmoreland amendment 
pass so that we can bring restraint to 
our spending levels. It is important 
that we don’t pass these bloated appro-
priation bills that spend two to three 
times the rate of inflation, because 
that’s two to three times the rate of 
our taxpayers’, our constituents’, abil-
ity to pay for these bills. And when we 
go on this collision course with all this 
new spending, $110 billion of more 
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spending this year alone in just discre-
tionary spending versus last year, $190 
billion in new spending proposals, in 
mandatory spending on these reserve 
funds, that puts the taxpayer on a col-
lision course with higher taxes and 
that brings true this promise of the 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory which was passed by this majority 
in their budget resolution. 

That is why we should not be passing 
these overinflated appropriation bills, 
and that is why we should be voting 
‘‘aye’’ in favor of this Westmoreland 
amendment. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the comments of the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee. What is of 
great concern here and why once again 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) for these 
series of amendments to at a minimum 
look at various spending levels and try 
to at least keep to the President’s 
level, which so many of us already con-
sider to be overinflated, particularly 
when we look at the fact of how much 
more the Federal budget has grown 
over the family budget. Since I have 
been on the face of the planet, the Fed-
eral budget has outgrown the family 
budget by a factor of about five to one. 
This cannot continue. 

And so the gentleman from Georgia 
offers several amendments, all that 
would at least put us on the path to 
avoid the Presidential veto and spend 
less than what the new Democrat ma-
jority, tax-and-spend majority, wants 
to do. 

Again, I think it’s very important 
that we focus on the fact that this is 
part of a larger plan that we see un-
veiled in the budget resolution. This is 
our third appropriations bill that puts 
us on the course to spend the funds 
that will arise from this single largest 
tax increase in American history. 

Mr. Chairman, for all those who are 
watching the proceedings of the House 
today, it might be interesting to note 
for them that the last time the Demo-
crats had the majority, they enacted 
the single largest tax increase in Amer-
ican history. So they are at least con-
sistent in what they are trying to do. 
The big debate in Washington is wheth-
er you want to tax more and spend 
more or whether you want to try to 
constrain the growth of the Federal 
budget to where the family budget can 
actually afford it. 

I have heard other speakers rise and 
somehow point the finger at Repub-
licans for fiscal irresponsibility. I must 
admit on occasion that perhaps is cor-
rect, but, Mr. Chairman, since I have 
been here and since I look in the rear-
view mirror, every time the Repub-
licans have brought a budget to the 
floor, the Democrats have brought even 
a larger budget to the floor. They have 
decried the prescription drug benefit 
program of the Republicans for being 
overly expensive, but their alternative 
cost even more. And now already in 

just the first 6 months of this 110th 
Congress, we have the Democrats want-
ing to increase nondefense appropria-
tions by $23 billion of taxpayer money, 
we should never forget that it’s the 
taxpayers’ money, above what we spent 
in 2007. They already added $6 billion to 
the omnibus spending bill at the first 
of this Congress. They added $17 billion 
in nonemergency supplemental spend-
ing to the bill that would support our 
troops in harm’s way; but as we notice, 
as we read the fine print, we discovered 
it included spinach and peanuts and 
shrimp and everything else. And now 
we also understand that the Democrat 
majority has provided new spending on 
top of the old spending, $105 billion 
over 5 years. 

What the Republicans are trying to 
do is keep the tax relief that Ameri-
cans have already been provided, keep 
it alive, make it permanent. Demo-
crats say that we’re not trying to in-
crease taxes on the American people, 
although in their budget they have the 
single largest tax increase in American 
history, they just say, well, we’re just 
going to let this tax relief expire. Well, 
Mr. Chairman, if you’re a hardworking 
individual in the Fifth District of 
Texas and you make the same amount 
of money this year that you made last 
year and your tax bill goes up, now, 
that may be called in Washington, DC. 
letting tax relief expire, I can assure 
you that is a tax increase on hard-
working people in the Fifth District of 
Texas and all over America. 

That’s why when this bill comes to 
the floor, and I know there are many 
worthy programs in this bill, but we 
can never forget the worthy energy 
bills that are in the family budget and 
the worthy water bills that are in the 
family budget, and you cannot fund the 
Federal budget without taking money 
from the family budget. That’s why 
again one modest step would be to vote 
for this amendment from the gen-
tleman from Georgia, and I once again 
want to commend him for his leader-
ship on fiscal responsibility in this 
body. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do rise in opposition 
to the gentleman’s amendment and 
would note that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin in his earlier remarks used 
the term ‘‘slush fund.’’ I would note 
that a slush fund connotes a fund 
raised by a group for corrupt practices 
as bribery or graft. I’m certain that the 
gentleman didn’t mean to imply that. 

Slush fund can also mean money 
once raised by the sale of garbage from 
a warship to buy small items of luxury 
for the crew. I’m sure the gentleman 
didn’t mean that, either. 

A slush fund can also mean a fund 
used by a group of office workers for 
entertainment, but I don’t think the 
gentleman meant that. 

A slush fund could also be a fund 
raised for undesignated purposes. I 
would not be so presumptuous as to 
speak for the gentleman from Wis-

consin, but I assume that was the im-
port of his remarks, and in this case 
that would also be an incorrect asser-
tion. 

The subcommittee worked very hard 
for the first 6 months of this year to as-
sess what the investment needs are for 
the United States of America, its citi-
zens and its economic future. As I have 
mentioned earlier, and we had graphics 
to support the assertion, we have an 
aging infrastructure in the United 
States of America. Anyone who is on 
the roads, anyone who travels by air, 
anyone who travels by rail, anyone 
who travels on water understands that. 
And today we are particularly con-
cerned about the aging water infra-
structure. 

I for one, and I believe all of the 
members of the subcommittee, am very 
concerned that much of the infrastruc-
ture in place as far as operation and 
maintenance is past its designed life. 
That pertains to almost half of the 
locks and dams in this country. We 
have not dredged many of our harbors, 
whether they be for recreation, which 
is an economic purpose as well, or for 
commerce to their authorized depths, 
let alone to the depths needed to en-
sure that they can operate effectively 
and cost efficiently, and this work 
must be done. 

What we have created here is an in-
vestment fund for operation and main-
tenance, and I for one am proud that 
we have increased in that account 
more moneys to invest in the economic 
prosperity of our country, whether it 
pertain to navigation channels, locks 
and dams, or other water infrastruc-
ture. 

I would ask my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment to reduce funding for the Corps of 
Engineers operation and maintenance 
account. I confess that I don’t under-
stand this amendment beyond its su-
perficial attempt to reduce bottom-line 
spending. This country has already ex-
pended billions of dollars in our water 
resources infrastructure. Much of that 
infrastructure is quite old and needs 
major rehab. I would invite any of the 
Members around that want to go and 
look, go look at the dams and the locks 
and the rivers that we have and look at 
the aging infrastructure that is there. 

As any responsible homeowner 
knows, much of critical maintenance is 
penny-wise and pound-foolish if you 
put it off. The same maxim applies to 
our Nation’s water resources infra-
structure, though with a much larger 
role at stake. 

And if we get it wrong, much more 
than just dollars are at stake. A large 
part of the failures that caused such a 
devastating loss of life and property in 
New Orleans came from inadequately 
maintained flood control projects. We 
cannot afford to make this mistake 
again. 
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Even the President said we have got 

to increase O&M. The President dra-
matically increased O&M. What I hear 
from everybody here is, well, they’re 
always right down there. Well, they’re 
not always right down there. They 
have never put the right amounts in 
this bill to begin with when it comes to 
energy and water, especially the water 
side. 

So I oppose this amendment. Cutting 
funding for operation and maintenance 
for the Corps of Engineers is foolish 
and irresponsible at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

REGULATORY PROGRAM 
For expenses necessary for the administra-

tion of laws pertaining to the regulation of 
navigable waters and wetlands, $180,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION 
PROGRAM 

For expenses necessary to clean up con-
tamination from sites resulting from work 
performed as part of the Nation’s early 
atomic energy program, $130,000,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 
For expenses necessary to prepare for 

flood, hurricane, and other natural disasters 
and support emergency operations, repairs, 
and other activities in response to such nat-
ural disasters, as authorized by law, 
$40,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for general admin-

istration and related functions of the civil 
works program in the headquarters of the 
Corps, the offices of the Division Engineers, 
the Humphreys Engineer Center Support Ac-
tivity, the Institute for Water Resources, the 
Engineering Research and Development Cen-
ter, and the Finance Center, $171,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That no part of any other appropriation pro-
vided in this title shall be available to fund 
the civil works activities of the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers or the civil works execu-
tive direction and management activities of 
the offices of the Division Engineers. 
OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

(CIVIL WORKS) 
For expenses necessary for the Office of As-

sistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
as authorized by 10 U.S.C. 3016(b)(3), 
$6,000,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
Appropriations in this title shall be avail-

able for official reception and representation 
expenses (not to exceed $5,000); and during 
the current fiscal year the Revolving Fund, 
Corps of Engineers, shall be available for 
purchase (not to exceed 100 for replacement 
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 

CIVIL 
SEC. 101. (a) Except as provided under sub-

section (b), none of the funds provided under 

this title shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that— 

(1) creates or initiates a new program, 
project, or activity; 

(2) eliminates a program, project, or activ-
ity; 

(3) increases funds for any program, 
project, or activity for which funds have 
been denied or restricted by this Act; 

(4) reduces funds that are directed to be 
used for a specific program, project, or activ-
ity by this Act; or 

(5) increases or reduces funds for any pro-
gram, project, or activity by more than 
$2,000,000 or 25 percent, whichever is less; 

(b) Subsection (a)(1) shall not apply to any 
project or activity authorized under section 
205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948; section 
14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946; section 
208 of the Flood Control Act of 1954; section 
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960; sec-
tion 103 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962; 
section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 
1968; section 1135 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986; section 206 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996; 
sections 204 and 207 of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1992; or section 933 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986. 

SEC. 102. None of the funds made available 
in this title may be used to award any con-
tinuing contract or make modifications to 
any existing continuing contract that com-
mits an amount for a project in excess of the 
amounts appropriated for that project that 
remain unobligated, except that such 
amounts may include any funds that have 
been made available through reprogramming 
to that project pursuant to section 101 of this 
Act. 

SEC. 103. (a) None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for operation and 
maritime maintenance of the hopper dredge 
McFarland. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to funds 
required for the decommissioning of the ves-
sel. 

SEC. 104. The Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is di-
rected to reduce by 35 percent the full-time 
employees at the Sacramento District Regu-
latory Division office of the Corps of Engi-
neers. 

SEC. 105. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act or any other Act may be used to 
conduct a public-private competition or di-
rect conversion under the OMB Circular A–76 
or any other administrative regulation, di-
rective, or policy for any Corps of Engineers 
program, project or activity. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. SES-
SIONS: 

Strike section 105. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would strike section 105 of 
this legislation which as drafted would 
prevent the funds spent by this bill 
from being used to conduct public-pri-
vate competitions or to direct A–76 
conversions for any Army Corps of En-
gineers program, project, or activity. 

This underlying language would 
present an enormous setback for com-
petition in government sourcing, cost-
ing the Federal Government millions 
of dollars a year by preventing private 

sector contracting in the Army Corps 
of Engineers for everything from jani-
torial and food services to the engi-
neering and design of locks and dams 
which private sector contractors have 
done competitively for years at the 
Federal, State, and local levels. 

b 1400 

While this policy may be good for in-
creasing dues payments to public sec-
tor union bosses, it is unquestionably 
bad for taxpayers and for Federal agen-
cies because these agencies will have 
less money to spend on their core mis-
sions if the opportunity to use com-
petition and private sector efficiencies 
is taken away from them. 

In 2006, Federal agencies competed 
only 1.7 percent of their commercial 
workforce, which makes up less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the entire civil-
ian workforce. This very small use of 
competition for services is expected to 
generate savings of $1.3 billion over the 
next 5–10 years. 

Competitions completed since 2003 
are expected to produce almost $7 bil-
lion in savings for taxpayers over the 
next 5–10 years. This means that tax-
payers will receive a return of about 
$31 for every dollar spent on competi-
tion, with an annualized expected sav-
ings of more than $1 billion. 

At the Corps, in 2006 three public/pri-
vate competitions were competed, in-
volving IT support, financial services, 
and public works. 

The largest of these, dealing with IT 
support services, has a projected sav-
ings of $960 million over a 6-year pe-
riod. By introducing competition and 
leveraging the government’s size to re-
duce equipment maintenance and re-
placement, the government will now be 
able to save almost $1 billion, but with-
out my amendment, similar future ef-
forts will be impossible. 

Mr. Chairman, in this time of 
stretched budgets and bloated Federal 
spending, Congress should be looking 
to use all of the tools it can to find tax-
payer savings and to reduce the cost of 
services that very easily can be found 
in the Yellow Pages. 

I insert into the RECORD at this point 
a letter of support for this amendment 
from the American Society of Civil En-
gineers and a letter of support for the 
amendment from the Council on Fed-
eral Procurement of Architectural and 
Engineering Services. 

AMERICAN SOCIETY 
OF CIVIL ENGINEERS, 

Washington, DC, June 19, 2007. 
Hon. PETE SESSIONS, 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SESSIONS: The Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) is 
writing to support your amendment to H.R. 
2641 that would strike language prohibiting 
the U.S. Army Corps of engineers from con-
ducting any public-private competition or 
direct conversion under OMB Circular A–76. 

ASCE believes that section 105 of the bill 
as reported effectively would stop the 
USACE from employing engineers in the pri-
vate sector. Such a provision is contrary to 
sound public policy. We think federal, state, 
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and local government agencies responsible 
for major civil engineering works must 
maintain professional engineering expertise 
within their organizations by employing 
civil engineers and providing for their pro-
fessional development. Nevertheless, public 
sector engineering projects that can be ac-
complished more efficiently by private engi-
neering firms should be contracted out with 
proper oversight by the public agency. The 
ratio of in-house engineering to contracted 
engineering services should be based upon an 
assessment of the agency’s continuing 
project and policy requirements rather than 
on rigid rules or percentages fixed by legisla-
tion or regulation. We urge all Members to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Sessions amendment to 
strike section 105 from H.R. 2641. 

If ASCE can be of further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me or Mi-
chael Charles. 

Sincerely yours, 
BRIAN PALLASCH, 

Director of Government Relations. 

RESTON, VA, 
June 19, 2007. 

Hon. PETE SESSIONS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SESSIONS: The 
Council on Federal Procurement of Architec-
tural and Engineering Services (COFPAES) 
is a coalition of the nation’s design profes-
sionals. Our combined membership of over 
1000,000 individual practitioners from the pri-
vate sector and public service are part of our 
member organizations—American Congress 
on Surveying and Mapping, American Insti-
tute of Architects, American Society of Civil 
Engineers, Management Association for Pri-
vate Photogrammetric Surveyors (MAPPS), 
and National Society of Professional Engi-
neers. 

COFPAES strongly supports your amend-
ment to H.R. 2641 the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2008. We op-
pose the language currently in the bill that 
would effectively prohibit the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers from contracting with 
the private sector. 

COFPAES has long advocated a balance be-
tween the in-house capabilities of the Corps 
of Engineers and contracting with firms in 
the private sector. We believe the language 
in H.R. 2641 would prohibit achieving such a 
balance. We believe there is the need for a 
core, in-house capability in the Corps, and 
utilization of the professional expertise in 
the private AlE community. 

Current law, 33 U.S.C. 622 and 33 U.S.C. 624, 
already protect both the taxpayer and Corps 
employees. Further restrictions on use of the 
private sector are not necessary, and indeed, 
would inhibit the ability of the Corps to uti-
lize private sector capabilities that the 
Corps needs. 

We urge the House to approve your amend-
ment and we thank you for your leadership 
on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. PALATIELLO, 
COFPAES Administrator. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this commonsense 
taxpayer-first amendment and to op-
pose the underlying provisions to ben-
efit public sector union bosses by keep-
ing cost-saving competition in the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas? 

Does a Member seek time regarding 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

First I’m heartened that nobody has 
risen to oppose the amendment. I’ve 
heard many of our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle in a different 
context criticize the administration for 
not always having what they consid-
ered to be a sufficient competitive bid-
ding process on contracts, and so I’m a 
little curious how this language ended 
up in the bill in the first place. But 
why wouldn’t we want more competi-
tion? 

Again, after our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle helped put in 
place the single largest tax increase in 
American history, and then start to 
spend that money in our third appro-
priations bill that will again grow gov-
ernment way beyond the rate of infla-
tion, we had better look for savings ev-
eryplace we can find it. 

How can you criticize the adminis-
tration for no-bid contracts, and then 
here’s an opportunity here for competi-
tive bidding, to somehow turn it down? 
So I don’t know why this language is in 
the bill in the first place, but I want to 
congratulate and commend the gen-
tleman from Texas for his amendment. 

It has, I think, the potential to save 
the poor, beleaguered taxpayer mil-
lions, if not billions, of dollars. Is there 
anything not more ingrained in the 
American character than competition? 
We ought to try to make these con-
tracts as competitive as possible. 

Again, we have to put this whole 
piece of legislation in context. It’s the 
third appropriations bill arising from a 
budget resolution that calls for the sin-
gle largest tax increase in American 
history, approximately $3,000 of in-
creased taxes for hardworking Amer-
ican families as they try to meet their 
education needs, as they try to meet 
their health care needs, as they try to 
meet their housing needs. 

So I know there’s a number of good 
programs that are contained within 
this legislation. In many respects, 
we’re not having a debate today about 
how much money we’re going to spend. 
We are debating who’s going to do the 
spending, and there are many of us on 
the floor today who want to make sure 
that American families get to do more 
of that spending. 

We continue to kick this can down 
the road. It’s simply unfair to place 
such a tax burden on the American 
people. The average American family 
already pays $22,000 a year combined in 
Federal taxes, and now as the Demo-
crat majority is promising to impose 
an additional $3,000 a year in taxes, and 
then, even worse, because their budget 
resolution from which this appropria-
tion bill follows is silent on the issue of 
what to do with out-of-control entitle-
ment spending, which is putting our 
sons and daughters, our grandchildren, 
on automatic pilot to have their taxes 
doubled so they will never be able to 
afford their own homes, send their kids 
to college, start their own business. As 
the Comptroller General said, and I 

paraphrase, we are on the verge of 
being the first generation in American 
history to leave the next generation 
with a lower standard of living. 

Now, I wish there was a lot more that 
we could do today within this piece of 
legislation, but at least by adopting 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas, we will take a few small steps in 
doing what every other American con-
siders to be common sense, and that is 
to ensure a maximum of competitive 
bidding, we would take at least a few 
small steps towards trying to save the 
American people from this increased 
tax burden that, again, subtracts from 
their dreams of their first home, their 
dreams of launching a small business. 

This is all part, again, of a budget 
that imposes the single largest tax in-
crease on the American people in his-
tory. After trying to spend an addi-
tional $23 billion over the level spent 
last year, $6 billion that was added to 
the omnibus, $17 billion added to the 
war supplemental in nonemergency 
spending, the Democrat majority now 
is going to allow unlimited emergency 
spending, giving Members practically 
the ability to rubber-stamp anything 
with ‘‘emergency.’’ And not only does 
their budget not do anything to reform 
entitlement spending, it creates re-
serve funds that promises more entitle-
ment spending, Mr. Chairman, to make 
the problem even worse. 

So we should all adopt the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas. I 
applaud his leadership. It’s a small 
step, a commonsense step to try to 
save the family budget from the Fed-
eral budget. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment because I believe the 
actions we have taken in the sub-
committee will save the American tax-
payers’ money. 

I would first note that all A–76 stud-
ies performed by the Corps of Engi-
neers have been won by Corps employ-
ees. So the first question is: Why do it? 

The Corps is working under also an 
arbitrary numerical quota to review 
certain numbers of jobs in certain time 
periods without research and analysis. 
It would suggest that this is an arbi-
trary requirement put into place by 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
and there is a doubt, at least in this 
Member’s mind, that it has been sub-
jected to analysis at OMB. 

I also believe that historically there 
has been opposition in this body to pri-
vatization. That has been bipartisan. I 
would point out that from a monetary 
standpoint, that the cost of these stud-
ies often exceeds the benefits; and of 
those functions that are easily con-
tracted out, the remainder are difficult 
to separate into contractible and gov-
ernmental function groups. 

The fact is that the committee rec-
ommendation allows the Corps to con-
tinue with high-performing organiza-
tion studies which follow the same 
study process, with similar results, 
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without incurring the additional time 
and costs associated with contracting 
competitions. 

So what we would want to do is to 
use those high-performing organization 
studies, apply less cost to the tax-
payers and to move this process along. 
I am opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

I was compelled to come and talk 
just a little bit about this amendment, 
which I commend my friend from Texas 
for offering, because I’ve been surprised 
at the rapidity with which the new ma-
jority has regained their old stripes 
that they lost 12-plus years ago. 

We were sitting in committee the 
other day and marking or finishing the 
prospects of a bill that we’re passing 
out of the Education Committee, and it 
turns out that there was more esti-
mated revenue that came into the Fed-
eral Government and was eligible for 
appropriation by the committee. And 
so the majority party, within very 
short order, stated that they had found 
hundreds of millions of new dollars and 
they were offering an amendment to 
recognize that, in fact, they had found 
hundreds of millions of new dollars; 
and then, within seconds, appropriated 
or authorized the spending of the hun-
dreds of millions of new dollars. 

So I was somewhat bemused by that 
and made the comment at the time 
that I was pleased that they had found 
the hundreds of millions of new dollars; 
I was somewhat surprised that they 
had spent it so rapidly. 

And so I would draw your attention, 
Mr. Chairman, to the fact that an 
issue, a process by which the Federal 
Government has been utilizing to save 
hundreds of millions of dollars and, 
yes, billions of dollars, as stated by the 
gentleman from Texas, that of pro-
viding for competitive bidding, is an 
appropriate process. It’s an appropriate 
process for our Federal Government to 
use. It’s a responsible process so that 
we may spend hard-earned taxpayer 
dollars wisely. And so I’m distressed 
that this bill would include a section 
that would preclude competitive bid-
ding. 

As everyone knows and understands 
kind of inherently, there are many, 
many things that the private sector 
can do much more reasonably and re-
sponsibly and efficiently and without 
significant expenditure of resources 
than can the public sector. And so it 
just makes no sense to me, and cer-
tainly no sense to my constituents 
back in the Sixth District of Georgia, 
that we would adopt a new measure 
that would provide that we ought not 
have competitive bidding. 

But I think it points out a significant 
distinction, a difference between the 
two parties. The minority party be-
lieves that it’s appropriate to have 
competitive bidding, that it’s appro-
priate to utilize the full robust nature 
of the private sector whenever possible, 
in some instances it’s not possible, but 

whenever possible in order to save 
hard-earned taxpayer money. 

The majority party apparently be-
lieves, given that this is included in 
the bill, that that’s not an appropriate 
concern of the Federal Government, 
that we ought not be looking for all ef-
ficiencies possible, and I think that’s 
an appropriate distinction to draw. 

I think it’s a conclusion that, obvi-
ously, Mr. Chairman, the American 
people will draw given this provision in 
the bill. It’s a distinction that I would 
suggest the American people weren’t 
aware of when they went to the polls 
last November. It’s a distinction I do 
believe, however, they will be paying 
attention to as future elections arise. 

But I just want to commend my 
friend from Texas for this remarkably 
commonsense amendment, for appro-
priately reviewing the legislation and 
identifying those areas where, in fact, 
savings could occur; and part of our re-
sponsibility certainly is providing 
money for the necessary activities of 
the Federal Government, but it’s also 
part of our responsibility to be as pru-
dent as we can with hard-earned tax-
payer money. 

I also want to commend my other 
friend from Texas, who was here just 
before me, talking about the impor-
tance of providing the distinction in 
the majority party already passing a 
budget that has the largest tax in-
crease in the history of our Nation. 
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That, again, is evidence of their re-
turn to the previous stripes that they 
had 12-plus years ago. 

I am pleased to join my colleague 
from Texas in this commonsense, wise, 
fiscally prudent, and fiscally respon-
sible amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor to 
speak in favor of this very important 
amendment. 

Serving on the Budget Committee, as 
I have the honor and privilege of doing, 
I see the relevance of addressing such 
an amendment as this, that goes to the 
very heart of the principles that Re-
publicans bring to the handling of the 
budget. 

As the previous gentleman just ended 
his remarks, I will begin mine. What 
we have seen in the last several weeks 
with regard to the legislation that is 
coming down, what I have seen as a 
member of the Budget Committee, 
gives us, this House, the largest tax in-
crease in U.S. history, a breaking of 
the promises under rules that have 
been made during the past campaign, 
the establishment, which we were able 
to defeat this past week, of the cre-
ation of slush funds to hide some of 
those dollars going forward. 

Why is all of that relevant to the 
amendment that is here before us? 
From a very practical purpose, when a 

family or a small business sets about 
to handle its daily budget, how do they 
do so? They do so from a logical per-
spective in deciding what is in the best 
interest of that family as far as the 
purchases they make, or when a busi-
ness sets out to create its budget for 
the year ahead and the purchases that 
it will be required to make. 

How does it do so? It does so on a log-
ical, regional basis. It looks out at all 
the purviews and the parameters of the 
opportunities before them, and then de-
cides what is best for their family or 
for their business. 

You can say a family does a competi-
tive bidding process, although the aver-
age family probably doesn’t think of it 
that way. When they do their shopping 
from grocery store to grocery store, or 
from Wal-Mart to Target or to Kmart 
or wherever else, they are, in fact, en-
gaging in a competitive business proc-
ess, business nature, if you will. 

When a business does it, a small busi-
ness, which is the backbone of the 
American economy, they engage in a 
competitive business bidding process as 
well. They know what they need in 
order for their business to survive in 
this year and this quarter and the 
years ahead. They know what the pa-
rameters are and the order that they 
must meet. They will go out and about 
and engage in a competition, if you 
will, between the options that are out 
there before them and decide which one 
works best for them, which is at the 
best price, which is the most economi-
cal and which is the most efficient. 

If the family budget can make these 
decisions, if the small businesses of 
this country can make those decisions, 
then I think it’s incumbent upon us 
here in this House, this House of the 
people, to make, likewise, those deci-
sions in the same manner as well. As 
the gentleman from Texas often says, 
the focus should be on the family budg-
et and not on the Federal budget. 

Likewise, when it comes to the way 
we handle the taxpayers’ dollars, the 
focus should be on the same way the 
family and the small business handle 
their budget and their procurement, in-
stead of the role and the methods we 
have done in the past. 

That’s why I come to the floor this 
afternoon in support of the other gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), his 
amendment today. Because that’s sim-
ply what this amendment will do, will 
strike section 105 from the bill and 
that is the section which prohibits 
funds from being used under OMB’s cir-
cular 876, which is basically the 
outsourcing proposed process: ‘‘to proc-
ess or approve a competition with re-
gard to the Army Corps of Engineers.’’ 

By striking this provision, OMB 
would be allowed to use a competitive 
process in conducting private-public 
competition to determine who, the gov-
ernment agency or a private business, 
performs certain activities. Just think 
for a moment, if we were to engage in 
such activities, how much further the 
hard-earned tax dollar of the American 
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public could go in this House, in this 
American economy that we have. Just 
think how many more of these nec-
essary programs that we are called 
upon to support could be engaged in 
and provided. 

Now, I come from the great State of 
New Jersey, a State that oftentimes 
has to look to the core and to the Fed-
eral Government for various programs 
to provide for the health and safety of 
the citizens of not only my district but 
my State as well. 

Think for a moment how much fur-
ther we would be able to go in pro-
viding these services to the State in 
my district and my county, and 
through the State of New Jersey as 
well. Think of how much further we 
could go if we could be able to provide 
these services in a more economical 
and efficient basis. 

The amendment before us does that. 
It will allow for the operation of the 
Federal Government to engage itself 
the same way as a small business does, 
the same way as a family budget does. 

Closing then, bringing this all back 
to my opening comments with regard 
to what we have seen at the beginning 
of the process with the Democrat budg-
et and what we have seen in the past 
several weeks with regard to the larg-
est tax increase for the American fam-
ily in U.S. history, what this amend-
ment will do is drive down the pressure 
on this government to raise taxes on 
the backs of American families. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was not going to 
speak on this amendment. I was some-
what encouraged by the silence on the 
other side of the aisle when it origi-
nally came out. 

But then when the majority party in-
dicated that they are going to oppose 
this amendment, I have to stand up 
and say just, at least, one thing. We 
are going to have some amendment de-
bates later today about how much 
money to spend on various programs 
and how much to spend on various 
things and how much to spend overall 
on this bill, whether we should be 
spending more of the taxpayers’ money 
on things or less of the taxpayers’ 
money on things. 

We are going to have that debate 
today and tomorrow and the next day, 
and there are certainly disagreements 
between the majority side and the mi-
nority side on those issues as to wheth-
er we should tax people more and spend 
their money or tax people less and let 
them spend their own money. 

But, interestingly, this amendment 
isn’t about that. This amendment 
doesn’t change the funding in the bill. 
It simply says we ought to have a 
mechanism to make the money that’s 
there go farther. 

I really don’t understand why my 
Democratic colleagues would have 
some ideological objection to that. If 
we are going to spend a certain amount 
of money on a program, regardless of 

what that program does, couldn’t we 
all agree that we would like it to do as 
much as it can with that amount of 
money? 

Certainly, if we allow private con-
tractors, or contractors, the oppor-
tunity to say, hey, we can do this thing 
for less money, and we can do the same 
thing, and the agency determines that 
it’s the same thing for less money, 
wouldn’t we want them to do that? 

This, actually, is not about spending 
less money. We will get to that later. 
But this is about having the money we 
spend go farther. 

I mean, it’s just like for people, Mr. 
Chairman, that are watching at home, 
imagining that, well, I am going to go 
out and, you know, get dry cleaning 
today, but I don’t care how much it 
costs, and I don’t care if the place next 
door does it cheaper, and they are 
every bit as good or better. I don’t 
care, I am going to use the more expen-
sive place because we are not going to 
make competition. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Would the gen-
tleman yield? I have an inquiry of the 
Chair. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. POM-
EROY). Does the gentleman from Cali-
fornia yield to the gentleman? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. I will 
yield. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Is it correct to ref-
erence people watching House pro-
ceedings on television, or are we not 
supposed to do that? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe that I clearly said, 
‘‘Mr. Chairman, people who see this 
may wonder.’’ 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will address his remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. I did, I 
believe. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, whether it’s you, or 
anyone in this room or whoever, we 
have money that we spend on things, 
and we like to shop to see if we are get-
ting the best price, getting the same 
product or as good a product or a bet-
ter product for the best price. That’s 
what this amendment says, is that 
we’re going to allow people to shop or 
get the better product for the best 
price. 

Mr. Chairman, it is beyond me why 
the majority party would object to 
something so sensible, so reasonable in 
being a steward of the taxpayers’ dol-
lars. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

The Committee will rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

SERRANO) assumed the chair. 
f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT 
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT 
For carrying out activities authorized by 

the Central Utah Project Completion Act (ti-
tles II through VI of Public Law 102–575), 
$41,380,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $976,000 shall be deposited 
into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and 
Conservation Account for use by the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation 
Commission. 

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out related responsibil-
ities of the Secretary of the Interior, 
$1,620,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
The following appropriations shall be ex-

pended to execute authorized functions of 
the Bureau of Reclamation: 

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For management, development, and res-
toration of water and related natural re-
sources and for related activities, including 
the operation, maintenance, and rehabilita-
tion of reclamation and other facilities, par-
ticipation in fulfilling related Federal re-
sponsibilities to Native Americans, and re-
lated grants to, and cooperative and other 
agreements with, State and local govern-
ments, federally recognized Indian tribes, 
and others, $871,197,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which $57,615,000 shall be 
available for transfer to the Upper Colorado 
River Basin Fund and $26,825,000 shall be 
available for transfer to the Lower Colorado 
River Basin Development Fund; of which 
such amounts as may be necessary may be 
advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund; 
of which not more than $500,000 is for high 
priority projects which shall be carried out 
by the Youth Conservation Corps, as author-
ized by section 106 of Public Law 91–378 (16 
U.S.C. 1706): Provided, That such transfers 
may be increased or decreased within the 
overall appropriation under this heading: 
Provided further, That of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities 
that can be financed by the Reclamation 
Fund or the Bureau of Reclamation special 
fee account established by section 4(i) of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–6a(i)) shall be derived 
from that Fund or account: Provided further, 
That funds contributed under the Act of 
March 4, 1921 (43 U.S.C. 395) are available 
until expended for the purposes for which 
contributed: Provided further, That funds ad-
vanced under the Act of January 12, 1927 (43 
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